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REMARKS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in hght of the Office Action 
dated November 2, 2006. Claims 1-21 remain in this application. New Claim 21 
has been added. Claims 1, 2, 10, and 18 are the independent Claims. Claims 1-6, 8- 
14, and 16-20 have been amended. It is believed that no new matter is involved in 
the amendments or arguments presented herein. Reconsideration and entrance of 
the amendment in the application are respectfully requested. 

Interview Summary 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for the courtesies extended during the 
telephone interviews of February 12, 2007 and March 28, 2007. Applicant has 
amended the claims as discussed during the telephone interviews, except for the 
feature "displaying the cost or the amount of the perfluoride treatment." Moreover, 
as also discussed during the telephone interviews. Applicant submits that those 
claims are now in condition for allowance. 

Regarding the feature "displaying the cost or the amount of the perfluoride 
treatment," Applicant respectfully submits that is an unnecessary feature. The 
system can simply calculated the cost base on the amount of perfluoride treatment 
and sent the bill to the manufacturer, without having to display the cost or amount 
of the perfluoride treatment. Accordingly, that feature cannot be an essential part 
of the claimed invention, and needs not be included in the claims. 

Applicant summarizes the points made during that telephone interview 

below. 

Non-Art Based Reiections 

Claims 10 and 18-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, 
for indefiniteness. In response. Applicant has amended those claims; and those 
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claims are believed to comply with the requirements of § 112. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the above § 112 rejections are thus respectfully requested. 

Art-Based Rejections 

Claims 1 and 3-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 
6,423,284 (Arno) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,719,828 (Lovell); Claims 2 and 10-20 
were rejected under § 103(a) over Arno in view of U.S. Patent Apphcation Pub. No. 
2002/0055902 (Faeth). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections and submits 
that the claims herein are patentable in light of the clarifying amendments above 
and the arguments below. 

The Arno Reference 

Arno is directed to an effluent abatement system for the treatment of gas 
streams from manufacturing of semiconductor materials, devices, and products. In 
particular, Arno discloses to abatement of halogens such as fluorine and fluorinated 
chemical species, by reaction thereof with water vapor during thermal oxidation 
treatment of an effluent gas containing halogen. (Arno at col. 1, lines 7-16). 

The Faeth Reference 

Faeth is directed to techniques for reducing waterway pollution, and more 
particularly, to methods for managing trading of nutrient runoffs {Faeth at. [0001]). 
According to Faeth, the method for performing nutrient trading includes posting a 
trade offer for an amount of available nutrient credits, receiving a bid for the trade 
offer, accepting the bid for the trade offer, and registering the bid as a nutrient 
trade {Faeth at. [0012]). 
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The Lovell Reference 

Lovell is directed to a composition for gas treatment and processes and 
systems for making and using the composition. (Lovell at col. 1, lines 22-27). 
According to Lovell, the annual operating cost of the disclosed sorbet injection 
system is expected to be no more than One-third the estimated annual operating 
cost for an activated carbon injection system. (Lovell at col. 9, lines 35-43). 

The Claims are Patentable Over the Cited References 

The present application is generally directed to a process for treating perfluoride or 
perfluoro-compounds . 

As defined by independent Claim 1, a process for treating perfluoride 
released from a manufacturer's plant by a perfluoride treating apparatus owned 
and provided by an independent separate perfluoride treatment service provider is 
provided. The perfluoride treating apparatus owned by the perfluoride treatment 
service provider is installed at the manufacturer's plant, and the perfluoride 
treating apparatus is connected to the manufacturer's plant. The perfluoride 
treating apparatus treats perfluoride released from the manufacturer's plant. 
Information generated by the perfluoride treatment is recorded. A cost and an 
amount of the perfluoride treatment is calculated base on the recorded information. 
The manufacturer is billed the calculated cost. 

The applied references do not disclose or suggest the features of present 
invention as recited in amended independent Claim 1. In particular, the applied 
references do not disclose or suggest "installing the perfluoride treating apparatus 
owned by the perfluoride treatment service provider at the manufacturer's plant, 
and connecting the perfluoride treating apparatus to the manufacturer's plant," as 
required by amended independent Claim 1. Moreover, the applied references do not 
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disclose or suggest "billing the manufacturer the calculated cost," as required by 
that claim. 

Arno is directed to an effluent abatement system for the treatment of gas 
streams from manufacturing of semiconductor materials, by reaction with water 
vapor during thermal oxidation treatment (Arno at col. 1, lines 7-16). Lovell is 
directed to a composition for gas treatment and processes and systems for making 
and using the composition. {Lovell at col. 1, lines 22-27). While both Arno and 
Lovell are directed to chemical treatments, both applied references do not disclose 
or suggest a separate perfluoride treatment service provider independent from the 
manufacturer. Accordingly, Arno and Lovell cannot be said discloses or suggests 
installing the perfluoride treating apparatus owned by the perfluoride treatment 
service provider at the manufacturer's plant, as recited in amended independent 
Claim 1. Moreover, Arno and Lovell cannot disclose or suggest billing the cost of 
the amount of perfluoride treated. 

Faeth is not directed to chemical treatments, but to a method of trading 
pollution credits. {Faeth at [0001]). Accordingly, Faeth does not disclose or suggest 
the features of present invention. 

Since the applied references fail to disclose, teach or suggest the above 
features recited in amended independent Claim 1, those references cannot be said to 
anticipate or render obvious the invention which is the subject matter of those 
claims. 

Accordingly, amended independent Claim 1 is believed to be in condition for 
allowance and such allowance is respectfully requested. 

Regarding amended independent Claims 2, 10, and 18, Applicant respectfully 
submits those claims reciting similar features as independent Claim 1 are allowable 
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for at least the same reasons as those advanced for independent Claim 1, and such 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

The remaining claims depend directly or indirectly from independent Claims 
2, 10, and 18, and recite additional features of the invention which are neither 
disclosed nor fairly suggested by the applied references, and are therefore also 
believed to be in condition for allowance, and such allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the application is in 
condition for allowance. Reexamination and reconsideration of the application, as 
amended, are requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition 
for allowance, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned attorney at the Los 
Angeles, California telephone number (310) 785-4721 to discuss the steps necessary 
for placing the application in condition for allowance. 

If there are any fees due in connection with the filing of this response, please 
charge the fees to our Deposit Account No. 50-1314. 



Respectfully submitted, 
HOGAN & HARTSON L.L.P. 



Date: April 30, 2007 




Dariush G. Adli 
Registration No. 51,386 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1400 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
Phone: 310-785-4600 
Fax: 310-785-4601 
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